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The Executive
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CORP37/09
REVENUES AND BENEFITS SHARED SERVICE

BUSINESS CASE VERIFICATION

1.    Purpose of Verification Report

1.1  Meritec have provided a comprehensive report on the draft business case (attached), i.e

(i) Validating its value, credibility and rationale.
(ii) Identifying potential issues requiring further work.
(iii) Proposing changes that could add further value and recommending how such beneficial changes could be achieved.
2.
Main Messages

2.1
Meritec congratulated the Project Team on the work done suggesting that the shared working opportunities set out in the business case are worthy of joint commitment and progression.

2.2
However Meritec suggest that the timeframe for delivery of the business case is very ambitious, i.e. 6-9 months timeframe to deliver
(i) Fundamental reform of management.
(ii) Parallel changes in core business applications, document management systems and IT infrastructure.
2.3
Meritec suggest that such a fast delivery timeframe will result in a period of downturn in performance (they cite downturns in performance of up to 2 years in other shared service implementations to support this observation).
2.4
Also that a contingency may be required to fund additional change management resources in the short-term, i.e. project management, human resources, finance etc, and backfilling to be able to continue to manage the current service during the implementation of the business case.

2.5
Other issues covered in the verification process include
(i) Proof of concept of slimline management located locally but managing across three sites not tested nationally.
(ii) How the ’transformed back office’ can reconnect with current front office practices of the 3 councils.
(iii) Meritec suggest that whilst the rationale on assessing delivery options is robust, most commentators are likely to score the outsourcing option higher, i.e. likely to narrow the gap with the preferred option without necessarily competing with it.

(iv) Meritec suggest that ‘Joint Venture’ governance arrangements should be considered to engender a greater sense of entity and clarity including share of savings (based on shares for each authority).

2.6
Meritec also suggest that the business case undersells the wider benefits of the shared service proposals, i.e.

(i) Future-proofing in the additional shared capacity and capability at a strategic and operational level.
(ii) Resilience in resourcing sudden problems and systems, resilience against loss of systems and facilities thereby enabling business continuity.
(iii) Shared service procurement more effective than procuring resources individually.
3.
Key Recommendations in Progressing Business Case

3.1
Meritec’s key recommendations are as follows

(i) Proof of Concept – Contact other practitioners/partnerships to confirm credibility/do-ability of proposed option and/or establish additional risks of an untried organisational structure.
(ii) Co-ordinated Front/Back Office Strategy – Incorporate common Customer Service plans from partners into the Business Case to enable additional (net) savings and the most effective use of resources.
(iii) Commitment – Seek immediate demonstrable commitment from key partner stakeholders to key principles of the Business Case.
(iv) Dependencies – Create a dependencies schedule and transfer any additional risks to the Risk Register.

(v) Preferred Option – Quickly revisit all options to confirm relative benefits using latest information available including on proof of concept.

(vi) ICT – Confirm essential/desirable ICT provisions with external and internal costs.

(vii) Programme/Transition Plan – Create/update Plan to include mission critical decisions/milestones and potential for deferral/phasing of certain components to mitigate timescale risks.

(viii) Sharing Returns – Create more robust methodology to align benefits/savings from partnership with investment and risks managed by individual partners.

4.
Project Board Response to Meritec Verification of the Business   Case

4.1
The Project Board have held two meetings with Meritec and welcomed their support for the shared working opportunities.  The Project Board agreed a way forward with Meritec to accommodate their recommendations in improving the Business Case as follows

(i) The ICT implementation subject to agreement with the supplier (Capita) will now be phased

· Convert Allerdale – i.e. within the shared working partnership programme

· Subsequently convert to shared Academy system for all three authorities – and, indeed, consider whether the document management system conversion (to a common system for all authorities) could be further phased

· Use the initial phase to establish a “base camp” for change.  Consolidate the management changes and early culture shift before pushing forward with the wider changes.

(ii) At the same time Phase 1 of the Business Case will be redesignated as the design phase.  Under this 4 month phase starting immediately an implementation team will

· Fully answer/evidence areas of uncertainty as suggested by Meritec

· Produce a plan which details what precisely is to be implemented supporting job descriptions etc

· Firm up on the financial estimates set out in the Business Case

· Undertake follow-up investigations on issues covered in 3.1 above.

The design phase will assist in building commitment amongst staff who, during the consultation process to date, have requested more detail on their exact roles, duties and responsibilities under the shared service proposals.
(iii) Due to the proposed phasing of the ICT implementation and extending the shared service implementation timetable, particularly at design phase, the Business Case will be recast over a 6 year term.  This will allow the first year 2010/11 to effectively be a start-up year but by implication will result in the first year savings being modest.  The financial appraisal in the Business Case has been amended to reflect this change.
ANGELA BROWN

Director of Corporate Services
[image: image6.png]CARLISLE
CITY-GOUNCIL
Rl

frep—








Table of Contents

71
Introduction


71.1
Purpose


71.2
Layout


82
Key Issues and Considerations


82.1
Main Messages


92.2
Mission Critical Issues


92.3
Professional Perspective


122.4
Other key considerations


173
Evaluation on General Criteria


173.1
Introduction


173.2
Value


173.3
Rationale


183.4
Credibility


183.5
Robustness


203.6
Consistency


214
Evaluation on OGC Gateway criteria


214.1
OGC Criteria


214.2
Assessment - OGC Criteria


235
Way Forward


235.1
Timeframes


235.2
Way Forward for Shared Working Programme




APPENDIX A: DETAILED EVALUATION FINDINGS
APPENDIX B: FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

APPENDIX C: UPDATED RISK ASSESSMENT AND RISK LOG
Introduction

Purpose

This is the final version of the review by Meritec Limited of the draft Revenues and Benefits Shared Working Business Case by Allerdale, Copeland and Carlisle Councils.  

The purpose of the report is to:
· Validate the value, credibility and rationale of the Business Case

· Identify potential issues and areas that require further evidence 

· Propose changes and supplements that could add further value

· Recommend how such beneficial changes could be achieved. 

The report is CONFIDENTIAL and is for review by the Project Board only at this stage.  

Layout
This report is presented as follows:

· High level overview (sections 2 to 5)  presenting the key messages from the evaluation, plus cross-references to the detailed analysis work

· Appendix A which presents the detailed findings of the evaluation against key criteria
· Appendix B which presents the financial considerations

· Appendix C which presents a suggested revised risk analysis.
Within the detailed work we have used a red flag symbol [] to indicate areas of particular concern.

Key Issues and Considerations

The shared working Project Board/ Team must be congratulated on the work they have done thus far. It’s easy in reviews of this nature for remarks to appear unduly negative - but our comments must be seen in the context of what’s been achieved. The Board/ Team have, within a limited timeframe, presented shared working opportunities for revenues and benefits which are worthy of joint commitment and progression. We are most grateful to the members of the Board/ Team who have enabled the validation process with diligence and professionalism.

Main Messages

Following our review of the business case, our issues and considerations (of which there are many at a detailed level) may best be summed up as follows.
We don't believe that the business plan as presented, for the selected Option 4, can be delivered at the proposed pace, primarily because:

· There is too much change going on in too narrow a timeframe. The business case indicates that the following can be implemented successfully within a period of 6-9 months whilst returning substantial savings:
· Fundamental reform of management 

· Parallel change in core business applications, document management systems and IT infrastructure

· There are too many uncertainties:
· Some of the financial estimates need further clarification
· A number of the key components would benefit from further review
· Evidence indicates that rapid change means planned performance targets are harder to achieve, as well as impacting upon business continuity. It is likely that resources, additional to what is currently evident in the business case, will be required to sustain the required change (per the business case). Such resources are likely to involve interim management and backfill capacity.
Our thoughts on delivery models are presented below together with some evidence on the potential impact of change. Our detailed thoughts are submitted in subsequent sections and in the appendices.

We have suggested a potential way forward in Section 5, taking account of the matters raised above.

Mission Critical Issues

There are six mission critical issues that must be addressed effectively within the Business Case to enable the viability of the proposed partnership.  These factors are illustrated below.
 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 



In addition, such viability is dependent on the credibility of the proposed arrangements from a professional Revenues & Benefits perspective.  
Information on the mission critical issues is contained in the analysis of the Business Case at Sections 3 and 4 below and is further detailed in Appendices A and B.  The revised Risk Assessment at Appendix C sums up the risks inherent in the business case. 

Further comments from Meritec colleagues with a professional Revenues & Benefits background are below. 
Professional Perspective

The Delivery Model
 
The proposed model for delivery of the ongoing individual council services together with the shared working service is novel. The basis of the model is:

· Slim-line management tier located locally but managing across three sites
· Limited opportunity for staff to “come together” to develop the new culture and adopt best practice
· Considerable change elements to process and systems with limited identified resource.
There does not appear to be any particular proof of concept - in other words the approach does not appear to have been implemented with notable success elsewhere. Nor does it is seem to be a specific model promoted as good practice in this particular service area. Rather it seems to be a pragmatic approach based upon the particular circumstances applying between the partnering authorities.  There needs to be more evidence that such a model can work in practice.
 

Management Roles and Responsibilities
 
Within the proposed model, outlined above, there are three key managers, under the Partnership Manager, and each of them is responsible for management of:
1.   The local ongoing revenues and benefits (whole) service for the council within which they are "resident".
2.   The ongoing service across all three partnering authorities for the particular function for which they are responsible. Each of the three managers has a specific service responsibility - being revenues, benefits and performance respectively.

3.   The development of the shared working service for their particular function (being the function as defined in 2 above).
These roles are particularly demanding and will stretch the managers considerably. Any one of the roles (i.e. numbered 1 to 3 above) would be a significant job in its own right. However the aggregation of all three in one begs the question as to whether the overall role is feasible.

 
As no proof of concept is readily identifiable, more work should be undertaken by the partners to establish the feasibility of this approach. One example of such work might be to compile a detailed matrix of tasks and responsibilities comparing current duties with likely duties under the new structure.
Targets

 

The targets for the performance level of the shared working service seem aspirational - they are stretching targets at the high end of the performance scale. Evidence, unfortunately often anecdotal, from other developments involving change would indicate that change, of the scale and at the pace contemplated here, would have potentially a significant impact on performance, at least in the transitional stage. The impact would be, typically, to worsen, rather than improve, performance. However, such potential performance dips can be offset by injecting sufficient transitional resources.

For example, the following graph (overleaf) shows how in the case of the Westwey partnership (a recent revenues and benefits shared working initiative in the South West), the performance of the individual councils has not aligned easily or quickly.
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Likewise, an analysis of published and audited data to compare the current performance of the 3 partner authorities to other Councils, with a similar population/ benefit caseload, provides support for the argument that assumptions around improving performance are optimistic, as follows:

	 
	Satis-faction
	CTAX 07/08
	PM1
	PM5
	Cost/head 
	Cases/

Staff

	Average performance of the 3  Partner Councils 
	75.33%
	97.67%
	26.18
	10.24
	£10.17
	264

	Average performance of Cumbria councils 
	77.67%
	97.33%
	25.97
	11.09
	£10.09
	287

	Average performance of councils with population and caseload similar to the partners combined
	75.58%
	95.73%
	28.91
	12.72
	£11.31
	292


 
It is noteworthy that the focus of the project seems to be essentially economic and KPI target based.  It is not clear how the preferred shared working scenario enables improvement in KLOE terms – especially in the context of allowing for customer focused outcomes. Indeed, there are two interesting considerations with regard to “Customer Services”:

· The plan seems to assume that the “transformed” back-office can simply be reconnected to the “front-office”
· There seems to remain a potential for the 3 Councils to be operating customer facing services differently – different standards, training and duties of staff.
1.2 Other key considerations 
Selection of Preferred Option for Shared Working

Whilst the method adopted for option evaluation and selection of Option 4 seems robust, it is inevitable that scores allocated against criteria for particular options may, in some cases, represent a degree, perhaps even a high degree, of subjectivity.

The scoring that might well attract question is that for Option 1, the outsourcing option. The rationale for the scoring is well argued and largely based upon apparent evidence that outsourcing is more expensive. However, most commentators are likely to score the outsourcing option more highly. That’s not to say it would then necessarily compete with the preferred options (though for some analysts it might) - but it is certainly likely to narrow the gap significantly.

One option which has been mentioned as potentially attractive is that of a Joint Venture between the partnering authorities. The advantage of such an approach is that it affords a greater sense of entity and clarity. Moreover, the savings dimension might be eased since the return could be based simply upon the “shares” held by individual authorities. It may be that Option 4 could be a stepping stone to some later arrangement.
Wider Benefits
The business case could well emphasise some of the key wider benefits of shared working along the lines proposed in the selected option. These are most especially:

	Future proofing
	Shared working between the councils would undoubtedly make it easier for all to meet future challenges and demands (of which there will be many) upon the revenues and benefits services. Individually, the councils will find it increasingly difficult to sustain their services in the face of pressures upon resources. Together the councils will have shared capacity and capability at a strategic and operational level.

	Resilience
	Shared working should enable resilience in (at least) two important ways:
· Sudden problems in sustaining performance in any one council could be alleviated by resourcing support from other councils. This will be enabled by the development of common practice,  processes and systems through the shared working programme
· The IT plans will deliver a high degree of systems resilience which will protect individual councils against loss of systems facilities, thereby enabling business continuity.

	Further potential “processing” savings
	The business case has not sought to estimate potential savings through improvements arising from the harmonisation practice, processes and systems across the authorities - such harmonisation then affording a platform for further innovation. No doubt because it’s hard to be clear about such savings at this stage. However, typically such savings would be forthcoming in due time and would be very significant in scale.

	Procurement
	The shared working partnership would be significantly more effective in procuring resources than would the councils individually. This would apply across the whole range of resources from recruiting replacement staff to goods and services such as IT refresh.

	Potential Wider Application
	One of the key drivers in the shared working options analysis was the potential of the model for future shared “transactional” service initiatives. Clearly the development of operational models and infrastructure, as proposed in the business case, would provide an enabling platform for wider shared working application.


Sharing of Savings
It is vital that the method of reckoning and sharing savings from shared working is fair and clearly understood by all stakeholders.

The perspective of savings is complicated by the instances of planned/ required expenditure by individual authorities (e.g. for IT systems conversion) which have been excluded from the “pool” available for sharing. The following table (overleaf) seeks to summarise the current proposals.


	
	Yr 1
	 
	Allerdale
	 
	Carlisle
	 
	Copeland
	 
	Allocation Basis

	
	£000
	 
	£000
	 
	£000
	 
	£000
	 
	 

	CAPITAL COSTS
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	New computer system
	723
	 
	347
	 
	188
	 
	188
	 
	Allerdale’s estimated spend on Northgate upgrade, with Carlisle and Copeland bearing the balance 50/50

	Do nothing capital
	-469
	 
	-314
	 
	-155
	 
	 
	 
	"Actual" Allerdale as above (£33k difference is contingency), with Carlisle's existing commitment, and no provision in Copeland

	Manage the project
	33
	 
	13
	 
	13
	 
	13
	 
	Straight split NB £6k difference

	Redundancy costs
	415
	 
	145
	 
	154
	 
	116
	 
	Based on Activity Levels

	 
	702
	 
	191
	 
	200
	 
	317
	 
	 

	REVENUE SAVINGS
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Do Nothing Staff Costs
	3895
	 
	1256
	 
	1525
	 
	1114
	 
	Actuals

	Proposed Staff Costs 
	3489
	 
	1114
	 
	1375
	 
	1000
	 
	Extrapolated - * see Note 1

	               Net Saving
	406
	 
	142
	 
	150
	 
	114
	 
	Based on Activity levels

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Do Nothing ICT Costs
	259
	 
	77
	 
	76
	 
	106
	 
	Actuals

	Proposed ICT Costs
	127
	 
	42
	 
	42
	 
	42
	 
	Three way split

	                Net Saving
	132
	 
	35
	 
	34
	 
	64
	 
	Extrapolated - * see Note 1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Annual Saving
	538
	 
	177
	 
	184
	 
	178
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Five Year Total
	2690
	 
	885
	 
	920
	 
	890
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total Net Saving
	1988
	 
	694
	 
	720
	 
	573
	 
	 


 * Note 1:  These figures have been derived from information supplied

Thus, as can be seen in the table, there are 2 dimensions to savings:

· Expenditure which is required by individual councils on a “needs must” basis (e.g. see “Do Nothing Capital” sums in table above). These sums will be shared between councils on specific bases (jointly agreed).

· The savings then emerging, which are “pooled” and shared on a simple formula basis - caseload for Benefits, and population (modified, we would recommend, by the top one or two socio-economic factors) for Revenues.

The “pooled” savings approach seems relatively uncomplicated, requiring agreement primarily on the formula. However, the dimension of “needs must” expenditure is less straightforward. Firstly the items of required expenditure need to be reaffirmed/ validated. Thereafter the logic of the basis of apportionment, which varies between items of spend may need to be clarified for wider understanding. Presumably, stakeholders are currently comfortable with the proposed allocation method.
Evaluation on General Criteria
Introduction

An initial evaluation of the Business Case was undertaken using five general criteria commonly used by Meritec for business case preparation.  The general criteria were:

	Value
	Does it deliver real and desirable benefits that well outweigh costs?

	Rationale
	Does it have a compelling logic?

	Credibility
	Does it make sense and could it be delivered?

	Robustness 

	Is it robust - especially in terms of assumptions around risk, impact of change and financial projections?

	Consistency
	Do all the elements fit sensibly together?


Details of the evaluation are contained at Appendix A.  The table below is an extract from the appendix with some of the key comments on each of the criteria, together with priority questions that, once answered, will add further value to the Business Case content. 
Value 

	· Subject to effective transition planning and resourcing, it’s expected that such savings could be delivered without reductions in service and performance.

· The value of the above benefits is expected to well outweigh the estimated capital and revenue costs.  However, some estimates are draft and need early confirmation and there may still be uncosted components e.g. on ICT.  
	· What is the risk of the diminution of service and/or performance levels during transition?

· What are the critical cost components that have to be confirmed and what is the margin of error?


Rationale 
	· Whilst the evaluation process is robust, revisiting the scoring of the options and the weightings may be beneficial in the light of additional information that is now available. 

· Option 1 - There may be benefits in revisiting the outsourcing option in the absence of proof of concept for the preferred option. 

· Option 2 will not deliver sufficient savings. 

· Option 3 - The biggest negative issue impacting on scores is the lack of appropriate accommodation. 

· Option 4 delivers on the key driver of cost reductions and could eliminate current shortfalls in capacity and capabilities.  There may be hybrid situations (around Option 4) that could deliver additional savings and/or enable continuing performance levels. 
	· In what circumstances could outsourcing be more cost effective than the preferred option? Will the councils’ propensity for outsourcing increase through time?

· Have all accommodation possibilities been explored re Option 3? 

· Are there (hybrid) adaptations to Option 4 that could deliver additional net benefits? 


Credibility 
	· There is local evidence of successfully working in partnership BUT no proof of concept for the proposed structural arrangements in the preferred option.

· The SCALE of change may be manageable subject to sufficient capacity and capabilities of the transition team.  However, the PACE of change looks daunting in particular with a project timetable of just 10 months.  The plan appears to be going from feasibility into implementation without a design stage and the targets look very challenging. 

· Key dependencies on do-ability are the commitment and respective capabilities of the Partnership Manager (with appropriate delegation/ authority); the Location/ Focus Managers; the Team Leaders; and the Programme/ Transition Manager (for both Phases 1 and 2).  The defined capabilities will enable costs to be more effectively determined. It should also be noted that the Programme Transition Manager and the Partnership Manager are quite different roles.
	· What evidence is there from other councils that have adopted Option 4?

· When will detailed Design/ Programme/ Transition Plan be available with clear milestones and dependencies?

· What are the defined terms of reference and capabilities of the key managers of the R&B operations and the overall change programme? 


Robustness 
	· Key risks have been accommodated in the Summary Risk Register.  However, there are further significant risks on the proof of concept, the pace of change, the expected targets, the demanding roles and key elements of the IT proposals.

· Risk 1 in the Risk Register is all about commitment to the draft business case.  In this respect, one or more of the partners could “walk away” from the planned partnership if their stakeholders perceive that benefits for them do not exceed their contribution to costs and risks managed.  In addition, little information is available on when mission critical decisions (e.g. on which partner will be the employer) are to be taken to enable such commitment. 

· Beyond the full commitment of senior management and Members, effective communications with staff and their Union representatives is also a key dependency.  Delivery of external components at tendered prices e.g. Capita software will also have their own in-built dependencies.

· No evidence is provided of how Option 4 meets the objective of providing a model for future shared ‘transactional’ service initiatives and any future opportunities to extend the partnership to other councils e.g. within Cumbria. 
	· NB: Please see our suggested revised Risk Assessment in Appendix C.

· Are the scores in the Risk Register still realistic with additional information now available? 

· What other transactional services might be subject to beneficial sharing using the same model e.g. payroll or even non-transactional services such as Internal Audit? 




Consistency 
	· Little mention is made of:

· emerging strategies for Revenues & Benefits delivery (a common one is to be developed)

· additional capabilities needed e.g. partnership working and programme management

· harmonising cultures (common training is mentioned but nothing specific).

· It is unclear if there is strategic fit with other revenues and benefits and/or corporate developments within the partners in the short and medium term.  

· A key potential disconnect may be separate strategies, plans and organisation of the CS Front Office(s) which are managed and operated in different ways.  
	· When will a common revenues and benefits strategy be developed/ available?

· How will the additional capabilities be delivered?

· What are the current differences in cultures between partners?

· What strategic developments by the partners, both existing and planned, could impact on the partnership and vice versa?

· How will the different CS Front Office situations be reconciled? 


Evaluation on OGC Gateway criteria

1.3 OGC Criteria
The criteria that are used in the OGC Gateway process are as follows:
	Strategic
	· The clarity of the plans and proposals

· The strategic fit of proposals to the ambitions of the councils for service delivery in the medium to long term 

· Evidence of propensity for partnership and commitment to the project

· The strategic value of the benefits emerging measured against the degree of risk

· Interdependencies with other programmes

	Economic
	· Clarity on critical success factors

· Robust evaluation of options

· Clear preferences and investment implications

	Partner Terms
	· Clear relevant plans for:
· Exploiting the preferred investment
· Requisite marshalling of the resources

	Financial
	· Clarity and completeness on all financial costs and benefits

· Full account taken of investment costs and change/ transition costs

· Clear projections within agreed timeframes

· Particular attention to factors such as non-direct & potentially hidden costs

	Management
	· Effectiveness of forward arrangements

· Clarity on governance preferences

· Sharing the returns


1.4 Assessment - OGC Criteria

A supplementary evaluation of the Business Case was undertaken using the above criteria to identify the key requirements that will progress the Business Case together with recommendations on high priority actions.
The results of this evaluation are presented in the table in Appendix B – in rows F to J (shaded in yellow for clarity).

The key recommendations are as follows: 
· Proof of Concept - Contact other practitioners/ partnerships to confirm credibility/ do-ability of Option 4 and/or  establish additional risks of an untried organisational structure

· Coordinated Front/Back Office strategy – Incorporate common Customer Service plans from partners into the Business Case to enable additional (net) savings and the most effective use of resources

· Commitment - Seek immediate demonstrable commitment from key partner stakeholders to key principles of the Business Case 

· Dependencies - Create a dependencies schedule and transfer any additional risks to the Risk Register

· Preferred Option - Quickly revisit all options to confirm relative benefits using latest information available including on proof of concept. 
· ICT – Confirm essential/ desirable ICT provisions with external and internal costs

· Programme/ Transition Plan – Create/update Plan to include mission critical decisions/ milestones and potential for deferral/ phasing of certain components to mitigate timescale risks 
· Sharing Returns - Reaffirm methodology to align benefits/ savings from partnership with investment and risks managed by individual partners.
Way Forward 

Timeframes

It was agreed that the process to reach a final version of this report should be as follows:

	Aug 13: 0900
	Draft report by Meritec (on the validation work) - Complete

	Aug 14: 0930
	Team meeting in Carlisle for feedback - Complete

	Aug 17: 0900
	Updated draft by Meritec to reflect feedback - Complete

	Aug 17: 1130
	Meeting with Project Board in Allerdale offices, Workington for further review - Complete

	Aug 19: 0900
	Final report by Meritec – This Report


Time is, in the context of this venture, most definitely of the essence.

The forward programme timeframe, as proposed, is very challenging. Meanwhile, there is limited time to assimilate all relevant information and present robust reports to respective council committees to seek commitment - perhaps the most critical factor for success.

Hopefully stakeholders can now jointly develop through discussion the key points emerging.

1.5 Way Forward for Shared Working Programme
Time is primarily of the essence because of the Allerdale dimension. The main issue is that if the Allerdale conversion to a replacement business application for Pericles can't be accommodated within the shared working partnership arrangements, then Allerdale would probably need to commit to a DIY approach which may well, then, preclude subsequent participation in shared working.

On the other hand, the validation team consider the shared working programme inherent in the business case to be too demanding. There are also many questions, most especially at a detailed level, that are still incompletely answered.

A propitious way forward would therefore appear to be:

· Phase the programme:

· Convert Allerdale - i.e. within the shared working partnership programme

· Subsequently convert to shared Academy system for all three authorities – and, indeed, consider whether the document management system conversion (to a common system for all authorities) could be further phased

· Use the initial phase to establish a “base camp” for change. Consolidate the management changes and early culture shift before pushing forward with the wider changes 

· Embark now on what is often called a Design Phase - to fully answer areas of uncertainty and to produce a plan which clearly shows what precisely is to be implemented and which yields financial estimates that are much closer to actuality.  The scope of review in the Design Phase is not hugely dissimilar to what has been covered in the Feasibility Phase – it is rather the depth of analysis that differs. In particular “proof of concept(s)” need to be tested, the target operating model should be tightly defined, the costs/ savings need to be scrutinised and the change plan should be evident.  It may be possible to complete such an exercise (subject to normal business demands) within a 3-4 month period. It will also be an important and valuable time for building commitment amongst stakeholders and staff, enabled by a better understanding of more detailed plans.

In the context of a phased programme it may be helpful to recast the Business Case on a 6 year term – reflecting that the first year will be effectively a start up year. 

Appendix A: Revenues & Benefits Business Case – Detailed Evaluation Findings
	Row
	Evaluation Criteria
	Comments/ Issues on Current Business Case
	Key Question(s)

	
	GENERAL
	Note - rows A to E cover general criteria commonly used by Meritec for business case preparation.  Comments are provided below on the current business case with key issues being flagged 
	NOTE – Answers to the questions below will add further value to the Business Case content/ conclusions.

	A.
	Value






	Does it deliver real and desirable benefits that well outweigh costs?

· The preferred solution can deliver savings that contribute towards significant budget reductions in 2010/11 and beyond.  

· There are no indications of target savings at individual partners and what proportion might fall on Revenues & Benefits.  However, there’s an expected 9% saving in Revenues & Benefits’ resources.  Savings result from reductions in management; rationalisation of ICT; and economies of scale.

· Subject to effective transition planning and resourcing, it’s expected that such savings could be delivered without reductions in service and performance.

· The value of the above benefits is expected to well outweigh the estimated capital and revenue costs.  However, some estimates are draft and need early confirmation and there may still be uncosted components - see below on ICT.  
· Savings made will be cashable benefits that contribute to post-Gershon requirements.  There will also be non-cashable benefits from resilience of common systems, staff development opportunities and shared experiences e.g. on fraud, EDRM etc.  
	· What is the risk of the diminution of service and/or performance levels during transition?

· What are the critical cost components that have to be confirmed and what is the margin of error?



	B.
	Rational












	Does it have a compelling logic?

· The evaluation process is robust.  However, the scoring of the options and the weightings allocated were not always convincing (e.g. Option 4 - reduction on revenue costs).  Although no details are given, the sensitivity analysis concluded that the tweaking of scores would not have returned a different result.

· There may be additional criteria that could be influential on total scores e.g. political will and future proofing to cope with increased demand (for service) and KLOE imperatives.  

· Option 1 - outsourcing is seen as more expensive based on experiences of similar size councils (locally Pendle and Barrow with Liberata) although this was not always the case – see Havant with Capita. It would also result in a loss of direct control of high profile customer services.  Also service and performance at all 3 councils is upper quartile and outsourcing may be seen as more for failing councils.  There may be benefits in revisiting the outsourcing option in the absence of proof of concept for the preferred option. 

· Option 2 is ongoing development (as Appendix 2 of the Business Case) but will not deliver sufficient savings. 

· Option 3 is not dissimilar to 4 and is close behind on scores.  It might just deliver the most cost savings although achievability (incl. political sensitivity) could reduce the overall score.  Biggest negative issue impacting on scores is the lack of appropriate accommodation. 

· On the face of it, there is logic to Option 4.  It delivers on the key driver of cost reductions and could eliminate current shortfalls in capacity and capabilities.  It could also be achieved with manageable risk, with the retention of local knowledge (vital in Benefits) and without any sense of take-over or dictatorship by a single authority.  

· Option 4 leaves much of the responsibility for improving local performance at an individual partner level.  Individual targets are identified in this respect and are mostly considered to be quite stretching.  However, Option 4 in overall terms is not too challenging by comparison with Options 1 or 3 and may fit better with culture of the 3 partners.

· There may be hybrid situations (around Option 4) that could deliver additional savings and/or enable continuing performance levels e.g. outsourcing of Benefits Administration or coordination of all Business Rates/ NNDR requirements of the 3 partners in a single location.  The incorporation of early outcomes from the Customer Contact/Services strategy could also beneficially enhance Option 4. 

· A key dependency is the effective use of existing and additional ICT.  Proposal to adopt common application software is appears robust and cost effective.  In addition, the partnership offers opportunities for enhanced resilience and savings from joint procurements.  However, further clarity is needed on:

· The 3 current ICT instances and proposals for a more central location

· Provisions and costs for essential server capacity, data cleansing/ conversion & piping

· PC facilities and networks (and hot desks) if most convenient /remote working is to be encouraged (page 30)
· Opportunities to extend the use of online communications, email etc. with customers

· Ditto for use of ICT for training of staff e.g. e-awareness
	· In what circumstances could outsourcing be more cost effective than the preferred option?

· Have all accommodation possibilities been explored re Option 3? Any property rationalisations in the pipeline within any locations? Could it be a good time to construct/ lease?

· Are there (hybrid) adaptations to Option 4 that could deliver further net benefits? 

· What ICT is to be centrally located (P 29)?

· What is the difference between the 3 current ICT instances – anything significant? (Page 52)

· What is proposed on remote working, plus IT-enabled customer communications and staff training?



	C.
	Credibility/ Do-ability




	Does it make sense and could it be delivered?

· The majority of shared working business cases focus on business process improvement to deliver required benefits with lesser savings from management reductions.  There is often an avoidance of ICT changes where financial outcomes are considered uncertain.  By contrast, this business case has most of the savings arsing from changes in management and ICT with little expected return from changes to and harmonisation of business processes.

· There is local evidence of successfully working in partnership BUT no proof of concept for the proposed structural arrangements in the preferred option.

·   There are also real learning experiences from current partnership arrangements on ICT (Carlisle/ Allerdale) and shared management service (Carlisle/ Copeland).  . 
· The SCALE of change may be manageable subject to sufficient capacity and capabilities of the transition team.  However the PACE of change looks daunting in particular with a project timetable of just 10 months (page 55).  The plan appears to going from feasibility into implementation without a design stage and the targets look very challenging. 

· Key dependencies on do-ability are the commitment and respective capabilities of the Partnership Manager (with appropriate delegation/ authority); the Location/ Focus Managers; the Team Leaders; and the Programme/ Transition Manager (for both Phases 1 and 2).  The defined capabilities will enable costs to be more effectively determined.
	· What is the value of changing/ harmonising business processes?

· What evidence is there from other councils that have adopted Option 4?

· What are the Westwey learning experiences?

· Can current and future FO/BO links really be ignored?

· When will detailed Programme/ Transition Plan be available with clear milestones and dependencies?

· What are the defined terms of reference and capabilities of the key managers of the R&B operations and the overall change programme?

	D.
	Robustness of Solution






	Is it robust, especially in terms of assumptions around risk/ impact of change/ financial projections?

· The organisational structures in Appendix 4 appear to recognise/align with the current size/ caseload of the 3 partners with little change to the operational staffing at the 3 locations – e.g.

· Performance Management Focus Team is largest with 49 FTEs - 13 on Revs; 23 on Assessment & CS (including 6 on scanning & indexing); & 13 on Performance& Support.  Looks bit heavy on scanning (compare external contractor?); on 2 Team Leaders for Performance& Support unit (managing 11 staff); and on 2 Senior Training Officers (more e-learning/awareness?)

· Bens Focus Team has 39 FTEs – 12 on Revs; 19 on Assessment & CS; & 8 on Fraud & Appeals.  Both of latter services quite rightly need a benefits mindset. 

· Revenues Focus Team is smallest with 32 FTEs – 15 on Revs; & 17 on Assessment & CS. There are no specialist teams. 

· Key risks have been accommodated in the Summary Risk Register at Appendix 3.  However, there are further significant risks (as noted above) on the proof of concept; the pace of change and the expected targets. 

· Risk 1 in the Appendix is all about commitment to the draft business case.  In this respect, one or more of the partners could “walk away” from the planned partnership if their stakeholders perceive that benefits for them do not exceed their contribution to costs and risks managed.  In addition, little information is available on when mission critical decisions (e.g. on which partner will be the employer) are to be taken to enable such commitment. 

· The likelihood scores of existing Risks 3 to 5 look optimistic.  Scores of 3 might be more appropriate recognising that most of transition is on top of current workload and there may be some significant budget cuts elsewhere in the partner organisations.

· Key dependencies on successfully delivering such a solution are the full commitment of senior management and Members and effective communications with staff and their Union representatives.  Delivery of external components at tendered prices e.g. Capita software will also have their own in-built dependencies.

· No evidence is provided of how Option 4 meets the objective of providing a model for future shared ‘transactional’ service initiatives and any future opportunities to extend the partnership to other councils e.g. within Cumbria. 
	· Are the scores in the Risk Register at Appendix 3 still realistic? 

· What other transactional services might be subject to beneficial sharing using the same model e.g. payroll or even non-transactional services such as Internal Audit? 



	E.
	Consistency


	Do all the elements fit sensibly together?

· Positive factors are that Allerdale must act on Northgate anyway by Sep 2010 and there could be a stand-alone business case for adopting a common EDRM system (Civica) across partners.  Again there are learning experiences of both implementation and operation that can be shared with risks being effectively managed.

· The Business Case covers organisation, staff, systems & processes.  But little mention is made of:

· emerging strategies for Revenues & Benefits delivery (a common one is to be developed)

· additional capabilities needed e.g. partnership working and programme management

· harmonising cultures (common training is mentioned but nothing specific).

· It is unclear if there is strategic fit with other R&B and/or corporate developments within the partners in the short and medium term.  

· Existing partnering arrangements on ICT, for example, help in enabling different components to fit together. However, a key potential disconnect may be separate strategies, plans and organisation of the CS Front Office(s) which are managed and operated in different ways.  It is assumed that this will be picked up as part of the R&B Service Strategy that’s to be developed but need to say something now. 
	· When will a common R&B strategy be developed/ available?

· How will the additional capabilities be delivered?

· What are the current differences in cultures between partners?

· What strategic developments by the partners, both existing and planned, could impact on the partnership and vice versa?

· How will the different FO/BO situations be reconciled? 

· Are there opportunities for further changes in CS Front Offices e.g. further switch from back to front offices?  If so, what are the plans and what impact could they have on the partnership? 

	Row
	Evaluation Criteria
	Requirements (What)
	Key Recommendations (How)

	
	SPECIFIC
	Note - rows F to J are based on OGC Gateway criteria & focus on Option 4 only.  Requirements in each category are below based on the general assessments above.
	NOTE – These are high priority recommendations that require early action.

	F.
	Strategic
	· Clarity by key stakeholders of all plans and proposals including:

· Sharper description of Option 4 – objectives, scope, approach, costs, risks and benefits

· Proof of concept from other councils on Option 4.  In particular, evidence is required on (i) use/ benefits of peripatetic use of senior managers; (ii) any tension between specialist subject and location-based roles with need to ensure individuals are effectively targeted and incentivised; and (iii) extent of (increased) responsibility of Team Leaders for management and operation of their units

· Potential for Option 4 to be a stepping stone to a wider Joint Venture.

· Confirmation of strategic fit of proposals to the ambitions of the councils for service delivery in the medium to long term

· Reconciliation of Front Office/Back Office strategies and plans of individual partners to enhance the business case 

· Evidence of propensity for partnership and commitment to the project

· Demonstrable commitment from key stakeholders at all 3 of the partnering councils i.e. Members and senior management.   This needs to cover the overall business case and decisions on mission critical items e.g. lead Authority. 

· Robust feedback from R&B customers on overall proposals and anticipated benefits to supplement current surveys and become more inclusive.  This is particularly the case in Benefits arena where there has been little feedback from benefit claimants.

· The strategic value of the benefits emerging measured against the degree of risk

· Separate, updated schedules of assumptions and dependencies.  The dependency schedule will drive out what must happen (e.g. on commitment of partners, on capacity, and on programme timetable) and by when. 

· An updated Risk Register with impacts of above schedules; with revised scoring (if appropriate); and additional risks e.g. need for exit strategy in circumstances where partnership is dissolved

· Interdependencies with other programmes

· Schedule of interdependencies by partner with other ongoing programmes (both R&B service and corporate developments), plus requirements by external service organisations e.g. Capita on R&B and EDRM applications.
	· Proof of Concept - Contact other practitioners/ partnerships to confirm credibility/ do-ability of Option 4 and/or  establish additional risks of an untried organisational structure

·  Coordinated Front/Back Office strategy – Incorporate common Customer Service plans from partners into the Business Case to enable additional (net) savings and the most effective use of resources

·  Commitment - Seek immediate commitment from key partner stakeholders to key principles of the Business Case 

· Dependencies - Create a dependencies schedule and transfer any additional risks to the Risk Register

	G
	Economic



	· Robust evaluation of options

· (Quick) revisit of all options with additional information available.  This could include the review of the initial scope (with potential hybrids); further criteria (e.g. future proofing and political sensitivity); and sensitivity of scores (with additional risks identified) and weightings.

·  Confirmation of proven good practice that can be reused by the partnership e.g. on ICT (Carlisle/ Allerdale) and shared management service (Carlisle/ Copeland).

· Confirmation and application of learning experiences from other partnerships e.g. Westwey

· Clarity on critical success factors including:

· ICT – Scope and costs of applications software, server capacity, data cleansing/ conversion, PC facilities and networks

· Key milestones and timescales on all components of the programme

· Clear preferences and investment implications with update of:

· Scope of preferred option

· Investment requirements – amounts and timescales

· Benefits to be realised


	· Preferred Option - Quickly revisit all options to confirm relative benefits using latest information available including on proof of concept. 

· ICT – Confirm essential/ desirable ICT provisions with external and internal costs

	H
	Partner Terms

	Clear relevant plans for exploiting the preferred investment and the requisite marshalling of resources

· Programme/ Transition Plan with dependencies and clear milestones to confirm proposed resourcing, timescales etc. Include opportunities for additional phases of programme to minimise risks e.g. extend common EDRM timescale and mission critical decisions/ milestones e.g. on lead “employing” authority

· More formal consultation and communications with staff and Unions to mitigate risks given the aspirational timeframe and to recognise different perspectives on success and benefits. 

· Delivery of savings will critically depend on appointment of quality staff to partnership manager role (with appropriate delegation/ authority) and other senior management posts, in particular the focus/ location managers and team leaders.  This will be supported by organisational and individual targets (and incentives?).  Allocation of savings between councils will presumably depend on the achievement of such targets and other milestones. 


	· Programme/ Transition Plan –Create/update Plan to include mission critical decisions/ milestones and potential for deferral/ phasing of certain components to mitigate timescale risks

	I
	Financial
	· Clarity and completeness on all financial costs and benefits

· Experience from outsourcing and other large transformation projects shows that implementation costs are often understated and this is usually exacerbated by unforeseen delays in programme deliverables.  Such impacts can be minimised by inclusion of a contingency sum plus quality PM?  Latter does not come cheap and current estimates may be understated.

· Potential for further savings e.g. from elimination of agency staff/ contractors and/or from more generic working

· Any further, potential funding from external bodies e.g. CIEP or DWP backlog funds

· Full account taken of investment costs and change costs

· Confirm capital costs e.g. for shared ICT only (with no additional accommodation costs) 

· Identify Programme Manager duties and capabilities for Phases 1 and 2

· Options on calculation of redundancy rates

· Potential use of DCF if beneficial 

· Clear projections within agreed timeframes

· Return on Investment (RoI)  considerations

· Spread of “capital” costs to align with savings, particularly ICT supplier costs

· Opportunity to capitalise any external Programme Manager costs during transition

· Particular attention to factors such as non-direct and potentially hidden costs

· Any additional supplier costs if dependencies or timescales not achieved

· Clarity on CEC impacts in individual partners as a result of moving to single employer e.g. HR/Payroll savings in relinquishing partners

· Increase contingency sum (to say 15%) for unforeseen factors incl. external support if timescales slip. 
	


	J
	Management



	1 Effectiveness of forward arrangements

1.1 Common Revenues & Benefits Strategy to define post-implementation arrangements
1.2 Transition Plan to define handover of completed programme (in tranches) to Partnership Manager
1.3 Clarity on governance preferences

1.4 Robust and flexible governance arrangements with delegated authority to partnership manager particularly during transition

1.5 Effective marketing and communications are also vital during transition to keep staff, Members and customers aware of progress and changes

2 Sharing the returns

2.1 More robust methodology to align benefits/ savings from partnership with investment and other costs, plus risks managed by individual partners.  Investment costs will include those arising from potential redundancies.  Other costs will be impacted by planned or pre-existing savings and by payment due between partners. 

2.2 Effective performance management will also be critical with quality management information being used to allocate costs and savings between partners. 

2.3 Such information to include a combination of local statistics if robust e.g. caseload, no. of properties, other activity levels, and changes on customer satisfaction surveys (see Page 49).  These would be adjusted for changes over time

2.4 BVs and KLOEs could also be used with allocations subject to targets being achieved within defined periods

2.5 Carlisle to be compensated for the training for new ICT systems and some rationalisation in hardware configuration.  

2.6 Reflect corporate benefits for Carlisle and Copeland of access to a corporate EDMS and related experience from Allerdale

· Allocations could be net of specific services provided by a partner e.g. legal or fraud specialism
	· Sharing Returns - Create more robust methodology to align benefits/ savings from partnership with investment and risks managed by individual partners


Appendix B: Financial Considerations

	1
	Service Costs (P9 2.2)
	The figures quoted for Budgeted Cost of Service per Resident have not been verified. They are quoted in the Business Case for information only.

	2
	Current Organisational Structure (P14 2.8)
	The figures quoted agree with the staffing working papers. 

	3
	Cost/Benefit Analysis for Options 1 to 3 (p20 4.2, p23 5.3, & p26 6.3)
	There are no figures provided with these options. It is not possible therefore to confirm any statements made in these paragraphs.

	4
	Initial Transfer (P28 7.2(i)) 
	The Business Case states that "the initial transfer would be likely to see a short term drop in service” with the recommended option. There is no evidence of any mitigation to deal with this; the figures do not reflect any additional resources being made available to deal with it; and the Draft Performance Requirements on p40 assume no drop in performance.

	5
	Cost Benefit Analysis for recommended option (P28 7.3) 
	No figures are provided in support of the statements in this section.

	6
	Human Resource Implications (P29 7.4) 
	The Business Case may need to state that any HR work needed to be done to implement the Joint Service (e.g. additional job evaluations, any staff transfers etc. etc.) would be absorbed by existing corporate HR budgets (if that is the case). The same may apply for any Legal input into the constitution of the joint service.

	7
	 Proposed Organisational Structure (P41) 
	The main thrust of the proposal is to strip out a tier of senior managers. This would still leave some 26 managers, team leaders and senior officers to run the Joint Service (approximately 20% of proposed total staff numbers). The Business Case does not indicate whether any culture change is required to enable this, and/or what, if any, changes in the duties of team leaders/senior officers are necessary.  The final structure would be subject to further job evaluation, and the Business Case needs to indicate whether any intended changes in duties at the various managerial levels might lead to cost rises.

	8
	Staffing Levels (P42 9.3) 
	Numbers Agree to Supporting Information provided. (MT to check one small anomaly)

	9
	 Salaries and Terms and Conditions (P43 9.4) 
	This section indicates that new job descriptions are to be developed and that some jobs may need to be re-evaluated. The grades for the proposed structure (at all levels) shown in the Business Case are a mixture of the highest current grades and the mid points. The job evaluation could therefore lead to higher costs. This is particularly the case at Officer level where the bulk of the staff are employed. As with note 7 above, the Business Case needs to spell out if this may lead to cost rises (see also P51 S9.7)

	10
	General (P43-4 9.6.1) 
	Noted that Other Running Costs and Central Recharges are excluded from the Business Case Costs. Potential for some savings on these heads.  (See also Sections 9.6.4 and 9.6.5)

	11
	Staffing Costs (P44 9.6.2) 
	a) Allerdale 4.39 staff savings taken out in advance. Need to state clearly that these are included in the Business Case savings (see pp44-5 This saving is included in the staffing saving of £406000)

b) The staffing figures quoted are not the approved base budget estimates. They are based upon grades as at 1/04/08, but include the effect of Job Evaluation, and a 2.5% pay increase for the effect of the 2009-10 pay award which has yet to be agreed. All salaries are quoted at the top of the incremental scale, and a common rate for salary oncost was also applied (each authority has slightly different rates). The Business Case is consistent in using this as the basis for comparisons/savings etc. This is felt to be a prudent approach, and should not have any significant effect on the Business Case figures.

c) Benchmark figures suggest that the three authorities already operate in the lowest quartile in terms of staff numbers, and accordingly no savings have been shown for processing staff. Experience of shared services elsewhere would suggest that notwithstanding the current level of operation, further efficiencies in processing services could be made, particularly when the Business Case proposes improvements in IT systems. This should be investigated further at the next stage of the proposal. 

d) The figures quoted at the end of the section for current and proposed staff costs agree with the supporting information supplied.  

e) It is understood that out of scope staff (sundry debtors, customer services etc), who are currently grouped with Revenues and Benefits, will be transferred to other services.

	12
	ICT Costs (P45 9.6.3 and supporting documentation) 



	The ICT Costs figures given in Table 2 agree with the detailed working papers which are in turn based upon the Capita submission as amended. The only figures which do not come from the Capita submission etc are those for current annual revenue costs. It is understood, following discussions, that details of the current revenue costs are still being verified. It is essential that like-with-like is being compared (i.e. that the figures for proposed shared arrangement costs are on the same basis as those for current annual revenue costs).

It is understood that the figure for Allerdale’s share of the Capital costs in table 2 (£346.8k). Is based upon the Northgate figures (£213,920 given on p46) plus an element for other ICT costs and contingencies). This should be spelt out somewhere for the sake of clarity.

Technical Refresh - There should be a technical refresh within the 5 year plan. This would apply to booth the do nothing and the shared service option. The latter however should be cheaper due to economies of scale.

ICT costs comprise essentially 2 components:

· The figures per the Capita price quote amounting to c£1 million. These numbers apply if the offer is taken up by the end of November. Moreover the price will be conditional upon delivery of goods and services on the specified timescales.

· Further costs estimated to amount to £357K (including £100K contingency).  These are effectively costs not covered by the original IT specification, upon which Capita based their price quotation. It is recognised that these costs are best estimates and, as such, could be subject to significant deviation.

It must also be noted that the Capita quote is priced on the basis of a Red Hat Linux solution. 

Whilst Capita present this solution as being fully operational, there is no apparent local knowledge of successful operation on other sites. Moreover the strategy for the IT shared service is Windows. So will the Linux dimension interface effectively?

It seems to be assumed that the proposed hardware, software and networking configurations will provide sufficient performance (in “power” terms) to meet the required business usage of the facilities - over the five-year plan. But there is nothing in the plan to support this assumption. Nor is there any planned variation in the IT infrastructure in later years.

	13
	Staff Termination Costs (P47 9.6.6) 
	The Business case anticipates that staff savings at all levels except for management will be met by existing vacancies and natural wastage. Given the numbers involved this is a prudent approach. With regard to potential redundancies at management level and sum of £415,000 has been included in the Business Case. Examination of the supporting documentation shows this to be a prudent figure.

	14
	Additional Capital Costs and Savings (P47 9.6.7) 
	The figures in table 3 (p48) agree with those provided elsewhere in the report, although there are some minor rounding differences.

1.6 The table should show totals where appropriate with savings clearly shown. It should also give some idea of cumulative costs/savings to show the initial capital outlay and the payback period

1.7 The programme manager costs should be shown in the table (£33k-the three-way split of this should be £11k, unless £6k is provided for travel costs etc of the post)

	15
	 Phased Implementation  (P52 9.8.8 )
	The phasing is subject to refinement during the next phase of the project. Experience in other shared service projects is that there is likely to be significant extra costs in the implementation period. In addition the Business Case shows a very ambitious timescale for implementation. In these circumstances consideration should be given as to the likely additional implementation costs

	16
	Cost/Savings allocation
	A variety of allocation methods appear to have been used in the Business Case (straight third - e.g. cost of extra £100k for ICT; actual savings - e.g. savings on ICT running costs). There appears to be no overall rationale for allocating costs/savings. The three authorities should agree a method of allocation, which is both consistent and fair. 

	17
	Outsourcing Appendix 1 
	The RA statistics should be viewed with great caution. It is not known what is included in outsourced figure compared to those for in house.

	18
	Revenues Quick Wins Appendix 2 
	First page notes difficulties of harmonising EDRMS documents and refers to possible requirement for extra resources. This should be noted for the implementation costs of the shared service.




Appendix C: Updated Risk Assessment and Risk Log
Purpose

This document updates the previous Risk Log included as Appendix C of the draft Revenues & Benefits Business Case.  It incorporates additional risks (Nos. 9 onwards) that were identified in Meritec’s initial response on the Business Case and proposes updated content and scores for some of the risks in the previous Log.  

Updated Risk Log 

All updated and additional risks are highlighted in the table below by a red flag (  ).  Reasons for proposed changes and further risk mitigations are included in bold italics.  

	No
	Risk Description
	Likelihood 1 – Low
4 - High 
	Impact 1 –Low
4 – High
	Gross Impact
(Likelihood x Risk)
	Mitigation Action

	1
	Rejection of draft business plan by one or all of the councils
	2
	4
	8
	· Up to 10% desired savings on direct costs are realised and documented correctly ensuring there are no anomalies in the figures

· Ensure there is chief officer/member commitment ahead of requesting final agreement and commitment to the project

· Ensure there are robust communication strategies in place to enable effective communication of progress and issues at all levels and at every stage

· Clearly identify current potential blockers to agreement of the plan by key stakeholders (e.g. logical sharing of costs and rewards) and establish plans to address these as a matter of urgency

	2
	Allerdale adopting an alternate operating system to Carlisle and Copeland
	1
	4
	4
	· Agreement of the business case

· Ensuring that there are negotiations to reduce the cost of the current tender by elimination of unnecessary costs 

· Ensuring that there are cost savings to be realised from the adoption of a single software package across the three councils

	3
	 Lack of availability of key resource to form the project implementation team thus delaying the projects initiation and implementation
	3
	3
	9
	NOTE - Challenge of wide-ranging programme with several projects underway e.g. new applications (Revenues & Benefits and EDRM) and new operating system, plus implementation of unproven structural changes.  NOTE - Delivery of key tasks may be dependent on a few individuals who are also responsible for maintaining existing service levels and performance in an uncertain budget environment.

· Identify the staff required as soon as practicable 

· Ensure that the duality of role will not place excess and unreasonable demands upon the identified staff

· Where necessary ensure delegation of duties to ensure performance and commitment to the shared service project is not jeopardised

	4
	Delay in the implementation of the shared IT systems due to lack of available resource/expertise from the software provider with regard to implementation and conversion to a single desired system
	2
	4
	8
	· There is little that can be done about this apart from trying to secure resource allocation at the earliest possible juncture

· As this is very much in the hands of the software provider then a quick decision is desirable on the adoption of a single software application for the three councils

	5
	The current transformation process in Allerdale and Carlisle leading to the loss of key members of staff to make the formulation of a progression project board difficult
	2
	4
	8
	· There is little mitigation to this if key members of staff are lost they will not be replaced
· Identification of replacement members of staff at the earliest possible juncture

	6
	 No (or delayed) agreement of terms and conditions, and alignment of policies and procedures (HR, Legal, Union and Staffing issues)
	3
	2
	6
	NOTE - The absence (currently) of formal commitment by Members and senior management and of consultation with staff and Unions is likely to delay programme commencement. 
· Ensure that there is early commencement of full consultation with all relevant HR and Legal bodies, plus Members, staff and Unions. From similar experience this can be a protracted process therefore the earliest possible starting point is desirable
· Clear communication lines are maintained by one owner who coordinates and directs any debate or discussion to avoid confusion and loss of focus across the three councils

	7
	Reduction in quality of service and/or performance due to implementation of the transition to the shared service and implementation of unified software
	3
	3
	9
	NOTE - During the transition phases of major change programmes, there is often a perceived diminution of service or performance by service users. 
· Manage the service level expectations and perceptions of key stakeholders (e.g. service users, Members and Unions)prior to and during implementation
· Extra emphasis to be placed on performance and regular monitoring of this to be maintained throughout the process
· Devise a  contingency plan to enable input of additional resources to minimise risks during transition 

	8
	Loss of control or perceived loss of control or direction by any of the three councils with regard to service delivery 
	1
	4
	4
	· Establishment of robust governance arrangements
· Look at the possibility of formulating a separate joint steering group with a rotating chair for agreed periods to deal with this possibility 

	9
	The timetable for the changes proposed (i.e. the pace of change) is unachievable
	4
	3
	12
	· Revise existing programme timetable to include all mission critical decisions/ milestones and reflect components that could be deferred (e.g. DMS) or eliminated without a significant impact on net benefits
· Clarify all dependencies on the delivery of key components plus interdependencies with other local or corporate programmes and reflect the impact of these on the programme timetable
· Appoint an experienced Programme Manager to commence as soon as commitments are received from the 3 Councils

	10
	 The “pragmatic” delivery model fails to maintain the quality of service delivery/ performance AND achieve the expected savings
	2
	4
	8
	· Contact other practitioners/ partnerships to confirm credibility/ do-ability of the preferred option, including the proposed organisational structure, essential capabilities of senior operational and programme management; and the preferred  operating system e.g. Linux
· Devise a contingency plan to enable input of additional budget/ resources to minimise risks from an unproven organisational structure

	
	 Potential disconnect between the planned  common Revenues & Benefits strategy and the individual Customer Service plans of partners
	2
	3
	6
	· Incorporate common Customer Service plans from partners into the Business Case to enable additional (net) savings and the most effective use of resources

	
	 The roles and responsibilities of the 3 Focus/ Location Managers prove to be unachievable with a resulting diminution in service delivery and/or performance 
	3
	4
	12
	· Contact other practitioners/ partnerships to confirm potential feasibility of the proposed roles and responsibilities
· Compile a detailed matrix of tasks and responsibilities comparing current duties with likely duties under the new structure

	
	The financial provisions are not sufficiently robust to enable consensus by partners and to enable anticipated returns on investment
	3
	3
	9
	· Provide more clarity on all financials, in particular the ICT and transitional costs, together with related assumptions and dependencies e.g. on Capita tender
· Undertake sensitivity analysis to confirm the impact of potential/ unforeseen changes during the transition and implementation stages





Allerdale Borough Council 


Carlisle City Council 


Copeland Borough Council
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Revenues and Benefits 


Shared Working 


Business Case





Commitment of Partners





Demonstrable commitment at all levels – members/ officers/ staff – is fundamental





Huge potential impact of any one council withdrawing








Do-ability of Programme





It’s the PACE rather than the scale of change that’s daunting


Unproven delivery model


Challenging targets


Business Continuity - potential impact








Mitigation of Risks





Other risks* include:


Managerial capability


Very tight timeframe


Other uncertain areas – e.g. some aspects of IT 




















Robustness of Financials





Some figures lack robustness


Hard to grasp


Sensitive to variation


No  transitional costs








Sharing of Costs/Rewards





Logic needs to be simple & compelling





Best Option








Selected option is best fit with local and shared requirements








Other risks over and 


above those evident in previous columns 
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